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Abstract:

Affinity maturation of antibodies during immune responses s achieved by
multiple rounds of somatic hypermutation and subsequent peferential se-
lection of those B cells that express B cell receptors with iproved binding

characteristics for the antigen. The mechanism underlyind3 cell selection has
not yet been defined. By employing an agent-based model, weosh that for

physiologically reasonable parameter values affinity mattation can neither

be driven by competition for binding sites nor antigen — evenin the pres-

ence of competing secreted antibodies. Within the tested roleanisms, only
clonal competition for T cell help or a refractory time for th e interaction of

centrocytes with follicular dendritic cells are found to emable affinity matura-

tion while generating the experimentally observed germinbcenter character-

istics and tolerating large variations in the initial antigen density.

1 Introduction

During the course of an immune response, antibodies eviohtdtnd with increased affinity to
an antigen[(Jerne, 1951; Eisen & Siskind, 1964). This phemam, termed affinity maturation,
is based on multiple rounds of somatic hypermutation tay&td the antibody genes and sub-
sequent selection for increased binding affinity (MacLenetaal,, 2000). Both the latter pro-
cesses are in general confined to germinal centres (GCsl(@aal, 1991). Selection acts on
B cells, which express as B cell receptor, the rearrangedassibly mutated antibody gene.
Recent experiments suggest that B cells are selected imal@ompetition, since low affin-
ity B cells can persist in the GC reaction when competitioreduced|(Dal Portet al,, 2002;
[Shihet al, 2002). Although the key cellular dynamics of the GC reactiwe by now well-
characterized (Liet al, 1991; Hollowood & Macartney, 1992; MacLennan, 1094) thehse
nism enabling clonal competition and thus B cell selectiaa hot yet been defined and is the
subject of this paper.

GCs are initially seeded by a small number of proliferatingdlls that bind the antigen
with at least low affinity [(Kroeset al,, 1987;| Jacokt al,, 199%a; [Liu et al, 1991). After a
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phase of B cell expansion, somatic hypermutation is imtlah so-called centroblasts (CBs)
which are characterized by a low expression of surface Igpbridifferentiation into so-called
centrocytes (CCs) the IgM expression increases and CCeketed according to the quality
of antigen binding. CCs are in a state of activated apopthsis& Arpin, 1997) and in order
to survive they need to acquire antigen and present it tgamspecific T cells that most prob-
ably have entered the GCs together with the antigen specifiellB (MacLennaret al., 2000;
|Aydar et al., 2005).

Whether antigen trapped on FDCs as opposed to soluble ansigeitical in the selection
process is currently controversial (Aydetral., 2005] Haberman & Shlomchik, 2003; Kosco-Vilbois, 2003).
Selected CCs either differentiate into memory cells ormpkasells or recycle, i.e. differentiate
back into CBs, which enables them to go through multiple dsusf mutation and selection.

Early models of affinity maturation have focused on the ssle@ffect of clonal competi-
tion for FDC-presented antigen (Siskind & Benacerraf, J98%his view has been challenged
by the recently observed robustness of affinity maturat@ratds large variation in the amount
of initially deposited antigen (Vorat al,, 1997; Hannunet al, 2000; Manser, 2004). Given
that secreted antibodies appear to be dispensable fortafinaturation/(Hannuret al., 2000)
this robustness is unlikely to derive from a competitiortvéitnerging serum antibodiés (Vagaal,, 1997;
[Tarlinton & Smith, 2000}, Iber & Maini, 2002).

The alternative model of a clonal competition for bindingsinstead of antigen (Kesmir & De Boer, 2003
requires affinity maturation to strictly depend on antigeinly encountered membrane-bound,
which is the subject of controversy (Haberman & Shiomch@3). Also, antigen localization
would have to be restricted to a small number of places witieriarge dendritic network. De-
spite many electron microscopy studies, such localizatstriction has not yet been reported.

Without competition for access to antigen or FDCs, highéniaf B cell clones could be
favoured on the level of antigen binding, either becauseiftérdntial signaling of B cells in
response to different affinities of bindirg (Kouskeffal,, 1998) or because high affinity B cells
require fewer encounters with the FDC to establish an imragical synapse and to extract
antigen [(Batistat al, 2001; Meyer-Hermann, 2002 Here, immunological synapse refers to
the supramolecular segregation of proteins in lymphoidas| contact zones (Kupfer & Kupfer, 2003),
which enable long-term signalling and effector functioHsippaet al., 2003).

Finally, recruitment of T cell help may be competitivin vitro assays show that higher
affinity B cells are more able to recruit T cell help (BatistadN&uberger, 1998), which may be
crucial in the GC environment, where T cells constitute &0% of the GC cell population
(Kelsoe, 1996).

While experiments have addressed the various hypothds®g hive not yet succeeded
in ruling out any of the above mechanisms. This is largely guthe experimental difficul-
ties that are associated with the investigation of such ¢exngystems. We therefore em-
ployed an extended version of a previously described agas¢d model for GC reactions
(Meyer-Hermann, 2002 [Meyer-Hermann & Maini, 2008) which allowed us to investigate
the impact of each factor separately. Model assumptionsased on experimental data mostly
stemming from lymph nodes of mice or rats and the resultsabyest against physiologically
conceivable variations in the parameter values.

We find that both a competition for access to FDCs as well aggpetition for antigen (even
in the presence of antibodies) does not enable affinity mtiturto the experimentally observed
degree. On the other hand, both a CC refractory time foractern with FDCs and competition




for T cell help can drive affinity maturation — especially whihe acquisition of antigen and
survival signals from the FDCs is uncompetitive. Given thath selection mechanisms enable
affinity maturation over a wide range of antigen densitiegneif antigen is encountered in
soluble form, we suggest either one or both of these to behsiplogical mechanism of B
cell selection. Experiments are suggested to test thispeoted model prediction.

2 Model

2.1 In silico germinal center simulations

We employin silico simulations of the GC reaction to analyse the B cell selactiecha-
nisms. The simulations are performed using a previouslgrdesd stochastic hybrid agent-
based model (Meyer-Hermann, 2@)Meyer-Hermann & Maini, 2008) which has been ex-
tended to test the different selection mechanisms. The lidesa is to rebuild a G silico
and to study how its spatial organization, dynamics and wutigpend on the assumptions
that are made about the comprised cells and their interectidhe GC is represented by a
lattice whose nodes represent cells. With the exceptiomr@&jptasma and memory cells the
GC cells are confined to the area of the GC as defined by the eramte. The cell-lattice is
supplemented by a second grid for soluble signals. Thesdysegaction-diffusion-equations
which are solved numerically. Given that the analysis oé¢hdimensional models leads to
similar results[(Meyer-Hermann & Beyer, 2002) we restrigt analysis to two dimensions in
order to gain better statistics because of substantiabiyteshcomputation times. We include
centroblasts, centrocytes, FDCs and output cells suchaassnpl and memory cells in all our
simulations and study the effect of T helper cells on ceptselection in an additional set of
simulations. The different cell types are encoded in thauktion by defining differently sized
objects that are associated with distinct sets of rules lwheflect their biological properties.
The rules determine the cellular dynamics by defining nigtitiell-cell interactions, cell-cycle
times, cellular lifetimes and similar properties. A confpeasive list of these properties is given
below. Despite the complexity of the GC reaction only a lediset of parameters is required
to respect commonly accepted GC properties and to captaialale quantitative experimental
data. Reasonable estimates can be obtained for most of thegi@rs (Table 1), and the few
exceptions are studied in detail. While most of the expentaedata stem from lymph nodes of
mice or rats the model applies to all GCs that exhibit sir@@& morphology and cell dynamics.

2.2 Antibody representation

In order to analyse B cell affinity maturation we need to detteeaffinity and thus quality of an-
tibodies. Antibodies are represented in a four-dimensgimape space (Perelson & Oster, 1979).
According to the principle of complementarity the antigefides the position of the antibody
of maximum affinity to it in the shape space. The distance ddrditrary antibody to this op-
timal clone is calculated as a 1-norm in the shape space (tienoom number of mutations to
reach the optimal clone) and is assumed to be a measure &ffinisy to the antigen. The latter

is calculated as a Gaussian function with the distance asragt and a width of 2.8 mutations.
The power and the width of the affinity function is calculatedthe basis of experimental data




Parameter and reference symbol value type references
Lattice constant Ax 10pum fixed
Lattice dimension D 2 fixed
Radius of reaction volume 220um fixed
Shape space dimension 4 fixed (Perelson & Oster, 1979)
(Lapedes & Farber, 2001)
Width of Gaussian affinity weight function 2.8 fixed (Meyer-Hermanret al,, 2001)
Duration of optimization phase 48hr fixed (Jacobet al, 1993)
(Pascuakt al, 1992)
(Meyer-Hermann, 2003)
Number of seeder clones 3 fixed (Kroeseet al., 1987)
CB velocity veB 1.5um/min fixed (Miller et al,, 2002] Weiet al,, 2003)
CB persistence time Atcp 2min fixed (Miller et al, 2002)
(Meyer-Hermann & Maini, 2008)
Cell cycle time of CB 9hr fixed (Ciu"etal, 1991)
Mutation probability of CB 0.5 fixed (Berek & Milstein, 1987)
(Nossal, 1992)
Duration of CB differentiation to CC 1/raig variable (Ciu et al, 1991)
(Vieyer-Hermann, 2008
CC velocity veC 5um/min fixed (Miller et al,, 2002 ] Weiet al,, 2003) |
CC persistence time Atcc 2min fixed (Miller_et al, 2002)
(Meyer-Hermann & Maini, 200&)
Duration of FDC-CC contact 2hr fixed (van Eijket al, 2001)
CC refractory time Atgelay 6min variable
Duration of differentiation of selected CC Thr fixed (Meyer-Hermann, 2004)
Probability of recycling for selected CC 0.8 fixed (Hanet al, 199%)
(Meyer-Hermanret al., 2001)
CC lifetime 10hr fixed (Liu et al,, 1994)
Number of T cells Nrc 10 variable (Kelsoe, 1995)
T cell velocity vTC 10.8um/min fixed (Miller et al, 2002] Weiet al.,, 2003)
T cell persistence time Atrc 2min fixed (Miller_et al, 2002)
(Meyer-Hermann & Maini, 200&)
Duration of CC-T cell interaction before apoptosi§ Atapop 2.1hr variable
Duration of CC-T cell interaction before selection| Atrescue 2.0hr variable
Number of FDCs NrpC 10 variable
Length of FDC dendrites drpc 10pum variable
Rate of differentiation signal production by FDCs|  7ignal variable Meyer-Hermann, 2008)
Diffusion constant of signal molecules in tissue 200um? /hr fixed Meyer-Hermann, 2003)
Number of antigen portions per FDC site Nag 0 variable
Antigen threshold for maximum binding probabilit Oag = Nag variable
Antibody production by output cells OM/(hr cell) | variable (Randallet al., 1992)
Immune complex association rate ki 108 /(M s) fixed (Batista & Neuberger, 1998)
(Fersht, 1998)
Immune complex dissociation rate k_ 1073/s fixed (Batista & Neuberger, 1998)
(Fersht, 1998)

Table 1: Collection of all parameters of the model with references tdhe literature on which the
values are basedThe parameters are classified in the two categdinkesiand variable Fixed parame-
ters remain unchanged throughout all simulations predentthis work. Variable parameters have been
varied according to the selection process under consideralf a value is stated then this is the value
employed in all selection scenarios where this paramefieted. Symbols correspond to the ones used
in the text.

relating the number of mutations in GC reactions to the imsedn affinity (for more details see
(Meyer-Hermann, 2002 Meyer-Hermann & Beyer, 2004)).

2.3 Cell maotility

In agreement with recent two-photon imaging data colleatedvo from mice lymph nodes
(Miller et al., 2002) cells are assumed to perform an undirected and antvement. Unless
stated otherwise, every cell is attributed to a single n&dkecell states include a mean speed




Ueell, @ POlarityp..; and a persistence timet..;, wherecell denotes the different cell types. The
probability of displacement of a cell to a next neighboure@idetermined by,.;,. The direc-
tion of movement is set by..;, and the polarity changes with a rate according\tg.;. The
new polarity is chosen randomly, i.e. without any memorgeif The values of these motility
parameters are taken from experimént (Migéal,, 2002) and are given in the subsequent list
of cell types and in Table 1. However, the two-photon experitdoes not necessarily apply to
GC reactions, such that this has to be considered as an assaniyote that the actual move-
ment of the cells may be less than expected frem when contact inhibition by other cells
suppresses the movement.

2.4 Celltypes

The following list provides a comprehensive descriptiormibicells and their specificities. All
parameters without explicitly given value are of importarior the selection process and are
discussed within the results section.

FDC: The soma of each FDC is represented as a single lattice naateh EDC is assumed
to have four (two per space dimension) dendrites. Every ritend attached to the soma and
extends to neighbouring nodes. Given that dendrites anbligethe lattice nodes to which den-
drites are attributed are not exclusive, i.e. other celfsroave onto these nodes. This is not
possible for other cell types or the FDC soma. FDCs are asstongroduce a differentiation
signal for centroblasts (CBs) with a ratg,,. (see below). In order to reduce computational
efforts FDCs are assumed to be immobile. This is a sufficippt@aimation because the in-
teraction frequency with centrocytes is dominantly detead by the typical distance between
FDC binding sites and CCs. This corresponds to the densityedfDC network which is deter-
mined by the number of FDC&/rpc, and the length of the dendriteg;pc. A suitable quantity
to measure the density of the FDC network is the number of $y0dg,c, from which access
to FDC sites is possible in the GC area. We assume access poib¢ at the position of the
dendrites and on all neighbour lattice points. This yields

6Dd
Xrpc = Nrpc AEDC ; (1)

with D the dimension of the lattice anNx = 10um the resolution of the lattice (chosen as the
average B cell diameter). The physiological rangé8is< Xppc < 144; this corresponds to
100 FDCs per GC|[(Kesmir & De Boer, 1999N¢pc = 4 in the two-dimensional simulation)
with a total length of dendrites of each FRO drpc = 40 — 120pum. The FDC number in two
dimensions is calculated by comparing the FDC density olheipal GC in three dimensions
to the FDC density in a GC slice of thickne&s: = 10um.

Centroblasts: CBs are a subpopulation of B cells in the GC. CBs divide witlyeetime

of 6 hours|(Liuet al,, 1991) (i.e. 9 hours in two dimensions) and, owing to somagjgermu-
tation, acquire in each cell division non-silent mutatievith probability 0.5 [((Nossal, 1992).
Mutations are modelled by a jump to a next neighbour in theeslspace (in an arbitrary di-
rection); wider jumps are excluded. The transcriptiondextor susceptibility to apoptosis are
already up-regulated in CB (Klekt al,, 2003). We assume CBs not to be affected by these
before they differentiate to CCs. Equally, CBs are assuno¢tbrinteract with FDCs or T cells,
thus neglecting possible rescue mechanisms acting directCBs. CBs differentiate to CCs
at raterq;z once the local concentration of differentiation signal igthis produced by FDCs
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and diffuses over the lattice) exceeds a threshold valugerGihat neither the exact signal
nor its threshold concentration are known the signal prodogate by FDC is given in units
of this threshold. Because of their larger size we expect t0Baove at a lower mean speed
(ve = 1.5pum/min andAtcg = 2min) than measured for naive B cells (Millet al., 2002).
Assuming that the mean speed scales according to Stokeoffrilaw, i.e. with the inverse
ratio of the radii of CBs and naive B cells, we obtain a remliapproximation of real motility
properties. This assumption might be wrong in view of obsdrtather motile large B cells
(Gunzeret al., 2004). However, the motility of centroblasts has no imaetinfluence for the
selection mechanisms which are primarily related to théroepte motility.

Centrocytes: CCs differentiate from CBs and neither divide nor mutates@f in an activated
state of apoptosis and they have a lifetime of 10 hours étiail, 1994), within which they
need to receive a rescue signal to avoid death. Dead CCspadéyreemoved from the lattice
assuming a fast clearance of apoptotic bodies. The exagatnaitthe rescue signal depends on
the selection mechanism. CCs can be in one of the followmigsiunselected, in contact with
FDC, selected by FDC, in contact with T cell, select&€tus the subpopulation of CCs is rather
heterogeneous$ (Kleiet al, 2003).

UnselectedCCs need to find one of thErp sites. Once they have access to an FDC site,
they try to bind the antigen. The binding probability is pogjonal to the antibody-antigen
affinity. Unsuccessful CCs have to wait for 6 minutes beftwytcan try binding again. This
short refractory time ensures independence of the bindinggss from the time resolution
in the simulations. Note that one investigated selectiocharism consists in a prolonga-
tion of this refractory time (see results section). Sudtg$3Cs switch to the statm contact
with FDC and are rescued from apoptosis. The CC remains bound to tRefé&iliwo hours
(Lindhoutet al,, 1995). During this time the rescue signals are thought tprbeided by the
FDC and the CCs turn into the statelected by FDCNote that the FDCs are assumed to pro-
vide rescue signals and not to negatively select unsucd€38s via for example the FasL-Fas
pathway |(Verbeket al,, 1999).

All investigated selection mechanisms act on CCs and detmeCQCs in the stateelected
by FDCreach the statselected This process is described when the different selectiorhaec
nisms are introduced in the results section.

SelectedCCs further differentiate within 7 hours to pre-plasmasell memory cells (both
summarised as output cells in the following), or they, alédively, recycle back to CBs. No data
yet exists to relate the relative receptor quality of the €@4 probability of entering either dif-
ferentiation path. In fact, available experimental datar{et al., 199%) can be reproduced by
assuming that this probability does not depend on recepity (Meyer-Hermanret al,, 2001)
and as in[(Meyer-Hermaret al., 2001) we therefore assume tlsgtlectedCCs recycle with
probability 0.8 and differentiate to output cells with padiiity 0.2.

CC motility characteristics are assumed to be identicdideé of naive B cell$ (Milleet al,, 2002)
and to be the same in all states, tgc = 5um/min andAtcc = 2min.

T cells: T cells are only included in one set of simulations in whichytlare part of the se-
lection process of CC. As the relative amount of specific amgpacific T cells is not known,
only T cells that are specific for the antigen are includeahstinat all Ny« T cells will be
able to interact with CCselected by FDCConsequently, the number of included T cells may
underestimate the total number of T cells present in the G@.éfror introduced by this sim-
plification is restricted to spatial effects of T cells, wiican be assumed to be small in view




of the comparably small total number of T cells in GCs. Wherellscinteract with CC that
have encountered antigen on FDC they develop a polarityrttstthe CC. If more than one CC
selected by FDGimultaneously interact with a T cell, the T cell is assuntepdlarize towards
the CC with highest affinity to the antigen. Without CC thegpiy of the T cell is random. The
T cell motility characteristics arerc = 10.8um/min andAtrc = 2min (Miller et al., 2002).
Output cells: Pre-plasma cells and memory B cells are collected in a cell genoted by
output cells. These cells are assumed to have the sametynoliracteristics as CCs. In
contrast to CCs, output cells can leave the GC environmeenhwhaching the border of the
GC. These cells may be thought of as crossing the mantle zaherdering the marginal zone.
The total number of output cells produced will be taken as asuee of GC success independent
of their presence in the GC at the end of the reaction.

2.5 Diffusion of molecular signals and soluble antibodies

The model includes diffusing CB differentiation signalsvesll as soluble antibodies. The
discretised diffusion equation is solved on the latticehvidirichlet boundary conditions and
with constant diffusion coefficient. Note that the diffusicoefficientsDy;¢ = 200m?/hr and
D, = 2000um?/hr are chosen to be very small in order to respect the high caelitiein
GC that act as obstacles for free diffusion of molecules. &l the results are robust against
different choices of parameter values. Numerically, than®¢Nicholson and the alternating
direction implicit (ADI) method are used in two and three dimsions, respectively.

In one selection mechanism antigen masking by antibodiesrisidered. Antibodiesare
produced by output cells at some rajg, diffuse on the lattice, and locally bind to antigeon
FDCs to form immune complexesaccording to the rate equation

dc

dt
While the affinity of the secreted antibodies will increaseing the course of the immune
response, we simplified the simulation by using bindingsatearacteristic of high affinity an-
tibodies, e.g.k, = 10°/(Ms) andk_ = 1073/s (Batista & Neuberger, 1998; Fersht, 1998).
This simplification is appropriate as we show that even usdeh conditions antibody produc-
tion at a physiological rate does not sufficiently incred§ieity maturation. The total amount
of antigen and of antibody is conserved in reaction (2), basé will nonetheless not remain
constant since free antigen is consumed by CCs that bind @ BBd antibodies are produced
by output cells. This equation is solved using a simple Emlethod at every node.

= kea(t)b(t) — k_c(t) )

2.6 |Initial configuration

The GC reaction is seeded by a small number of activated B ttelt expand rapidly and fill the
GC with aboutl 0* B cells before somatic hypermutation starts (McHeyzerigviset al,, 1993;
[Toellneret al,, 2002) and enables the evolution of higher affinity antiesdin general a small
number of clones dominate the reaction after this expansdmstart the GC simulation after
this expansion phase with 1100 CBs (which correspond ta@h& cells in three dimensions)
that stem from three different low affinity clones (bindingppability 0.04). The antibodies of
these clones all have a distance of 5 mutations to the optiloaé in the shape space; that is,
they require a minimum of 5 mutations to gain the optimal &ffirHowever, most sequences
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of mutations will not follow such an optimal antibody affiiévolution path. In fact we ob-
serve about 9 mutations in most output cells, which is in exguent with experimental data
(Kuepperset al, 1993). The CBs are distributed randomly within the GC. Wsua®e a po-
larised morphology of the GC in the sense that the FDCs aceglat arbitrary nodes on 2/3 of
the total GC volume ((Camactsi al., 1998), Fig. 1c,d). If T cells are included then they are
distributed randomly within the GC. Note, however, thatliees of BC-flow from dark to light
zone induces an inhomogeneous TC distribution which amet¢bacentrated in the outer light
zone as observed in experiment (Harelial,, 1993) without additional assumptions.

2.7 Simulations and analysis of the results

In order to achieve comparability between the differen¢stsdbn mechanisms, two parameters
that affect CB to CC differentiation were varied within plotegical limits, while all other pa-
rameters are kept constant throughout all simulationsTabke 1), such that the experimentally
determined GC kinetics and dark zone duration were repextiuthese two GC characteristics
were chosen since both are well established by experimedtyariations of these strongly
affect the output of the reaction (Meyer-Hermann, 2§)02

We assume the differentiation of CB to CC to be initiated byF&TC-derived signal. A
signal for CB to CC differentiation has not yet been idendifexperimentally. However, this
mechanism — unlike other mechanisms — gives rise to the arpatally observed GC zoning
(Meyer-Hermann & Maini, 200), and a realistic GC morphology is important for a realistic
investigation of selection mechanisms. Beyond the effstgsiming from the spatial organ-
isation of the GC, this parameter does not affect B cell sielec The differentiation signal
production rate per FDGig.01, Widely determines the duration of the dark zone and is ad-
justed such that the dark zone vanishes between day 8 and0( hours — full line in Fig-
ure 1F, and in panel C in Figures 2-11 in the Supplementayrimdtion) after immunization
(Camacheet al,, 1998).

The second adjusted parameter, the duration of CB-CC diffeation, At 4, governs the
total population dynamics and is chosen such that GC kidet&(Liuet al., 1991{ Hollowood & Macartney, 19
are reproduced with sufficient accuracy (Figure 1D). Theat®mnn from the data is calculated
according to

_ al 1 (xOXp(ti) - n(ti)/nmax)z
"= N T ()2 ’ ®)

i=1

where N is the number of experimental values,denotes the time in the reaction at which
the value is takeny(¢;) is the corresponding volume in the simulation, and, is the peak
population averaged over all 50 simulations. We find acd@et@C kinetics whem is smaller
than 0.3 (Figure 1E and panel B of Figures 2-11 in the Supphang Information). Note that
Atg;g must be less than 7 hours since CBs are found in the light zo@Ca within 6-7 hours
(Liu et al, 1991). A minimal value is not known.

The GC reaction is expected to end after 21 days. Given tleasithulation was tuned to
reproduce the GC kinetics, the cell number within the GC eleses below 100 cells after 300-
400 hours for all analysed selection mechanisms (Figureottédiline and panel C in Figures
2-11 in the Supplementary Information). The final cell nunsb&t day 21 vary for different
selection regimes between almost zero and less than 106h@ssame figures, dashed dotted
lines).




There are further characteristics of GC reactions to whiehdimulation was not fitted,
but which had to be reproduced by the simulation in order susnthe model’s physiological
relevance. Thus the ratio of CCs to CBs at day 12 after imnatioz needs to be larger than
2 in order to agree with the experimental observation thad G@atly outhnumber CBs during
the GC reaction (MacLennaet al., 1990) and the ratig}* of produced output cells (i.e. pre-
plasma and memory B cells) at day 12 to day 6 after immuniaatoould be the order of 6
(Hanet al,, 199%) (Figure 1C, and panel D of Figures 2-11 in the Supplementdoymation).
The factorgi? can be interpreted as a measure for the steepness of the prgguction.

Unless stated otherwise all simulations remain in agreémigimthe aforementioned exper-
imental constraints (compare figures in the Supplementdoyrhation where the full data sets
are shown). The selection mechanisms that rescue CCs froptagis have to rely on some
affinity dependent competition between different CCs taaahaffinity maturation. Therefore,
the success of a GC reaction is measured by the affinity of ukgub cells averaged over all
cells produced during the reaction (panel B of Figures 162 dnd panel E of Figures 2-11 in
the Supplementary Information). This quantity is an intbcaf the entire GC reaction and is
not restricted to arbitrary time points of the reaction. T¢tal number of output cells produced
is monitored since a stable population will need to be forteeshable robust antibody produc-
tion. Note that the full datasets are shown only in the casgtefcompetition. For all other
scenarios we show only the most important data and refeet8tpplementary Information for
the full datasets.

3 Results

3.1 Competition for binding sites on FDCs

According to the simplest of all suggested models, B celissamlected only in a competition
for access to antigen and/or survival factors that are gea/by the FDCs; other potentially
limiting factors are ignored (Figure 1A in the Supplemewntiaformation). Accordingly, the
number of FDC sites(xpc (see Eq. (1)) on which antigen is presented would be theihigit
factor for which different clones would compete. As desedlin the Model section we assume
that CC bind antigen held on FDC with a probability propartibto the affinity of the antibody.
Given that no further limiting resources are consideredhis very simple model, CC that
have been selected by FDCs (e.g. §8lected by FD@n the language of the model, see Model
section) do not need any further steps to be positively s&desnd can follow the differentiation
paths of successfully selected CC.

By variation of the site numbeXypc the simulation indeed reveals that affinity maturation
is enforced when the number of FDC sites is low (Figure 1Bjin&kf maturation can be ob-
served for a physiological number of FDC sitd8 € Xppc < 144 — see Eq. (1)); the extent
of the process (less than 50% high affinity output cells) isdncer rather low compared to other
selection mechanisms investigated here and not robustatugels in the number of accessible
sites.

The GC characteristics are reprodudedilico. Thus the CC to CB ratio at day 12, as well
as the output ratio at day 12 to day 6, are in agreement witkrerpntal data for the entire
physiological range (Figure 1C). The duration of CB-CCelifintiationAt ¢, which decreases
from 7 hours to 1 hour with increasing site numbers (Figurg, Idmains within its expected
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Figure 1: Competition for FDC sites is too weak for affinity maturation. In silico GC ex-
periments with different numbers of FDC siteA) Parameter adaptatiorduration of CB dif-
ferentiationand differentiationsignal productionrate per FDC (note that the jumps in the latter
correspond to different numbers of FDC@) extent of affinity maturation (measured as average
binding probability and number of output cell$;) CC/CB ratio at day 12 of the reaction, ratio
qs% of number of output cells at day 12 to @) GC kinetics taken from 50 simulations with
80 FDC sites including one standard deviation compared t® @&d off from[(Liuet al,, 1991;
[Hollowood & Macartney, 1992)E) deviationn (see Eq. (3)) from experimental GC kineti¢s)

end of dark zone, GC population drops below 100 cells for tist iime, remaining cell number
after 21 days. Vertical bars ifA,B,C,E,F) indicate the physiological range. The shaded area
denotes one standard deviation in 50 simulations.
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range for the physiological FDC site numbers. Short CB to @feréntiation times had to be
employed in order to reproduce the experimentally obse@€dkinetics because the selection
method is not stringent enough to reduce the volume of thega€Ction considerably.

We conclude that whilst B cell competition for access to FR&s give rise to the observed
GC kinetics and properties, affinity maturation is reldgveoor and not robust against small
variations in the number of binding sites.

3.2 Limiting the interactions with FDCs by introducing a refractory time

If CCs can reinitiate binding to FDCs every 6 minutes (as a&zilin our analysis of site com-
petition) then the total number of encounters is considerdbring a CC lifetime of 10 hours.
Any mechanism that limits the total number of encounters lawer the probability of a suc-
cessful interaction within a CC lifetime and will favour higr affinity clones because they have
a higher chance of binding successfully in an early atteM{at.therefore speculate that an in-
crease in the refractory timé\{,.i,, — the time during which B cells that failed to bind during
a previous contact with a FDC are unable to bind again) waileéase the selection pressure (see
also Figure 1B in the Supplementary Information).

Increasing the refractory time from 6 minutes to 4 hours we firat a refractory time as
low as 0.5 hours is sufficient to induce affinity maturationeafent similar to that with site
competition but for a wide range of FDC site numbers. ThuXatc = 120 (Figure 2),
when competition for antigen presenting FDC sites is wetikity maturation reaches a level
previously only seen at lowXppc = 40) site numbers (compare full lines in Figure 1B and
2B). A refractory time of 4 hours leads to rather efficientraffi maturation (60-70% of all
output cells are of high affinity) while allowing an even leetteproduction of the other GC
characteristics (kinetics, dark zone duration, ratio of 0B at day 12 and output ratio at
day 12 to day 6 (Figure 2 in the Supplementary Informatiomdntcompetition for FDC sites
(Figure 1).

Given that the binding probability depends on both the affidependent binding proba-
bility per encounter as well as the number of encounters &tif€time, affinity maturation
can also be fostered by reducing the binding probabilitygrerounter by a certain factor for
all affinities. However, the effect is smaller than in theecagan increased CC refractory time
since such a general reduction in the binding probabilisp atrongly reduces the selection
probability for high affinity clones. These are little affed by a reduction in the number of
encounters since they will bind with high probability on ithist or second trial. A combi-
nation of both effects can however reduce the refractorg tisquired to gain good affinity
maturation to more reasonable physiological values (Ei@® dashed line, and Figure 3 in the
Supplementary Information).

The agreement with general GC properties, the efficientipffimaturation and the robust-
ness to variations in the antigen presenting FDC site numfike this a candidate mechanism
for B cell selectionn vivo.

3.3 Competition for antigen presented on FDCs

In the two previous scenarios antigen is presented by FDGsliomted number of sites where
it is available in limitless supply. Instead, it has beenposed that antigen is widely spread
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Figure 2: A limitation of CC-FDC interaction allows for robust affini ty maturation. In
silico GC experiments with 10 FDC and 120 FDC sites, and for differefractory times of CC
after FDC encounters (see Figure 2 in the Supplementaryniafioon for the full dataset)(A)
Parameter adaptatiorduration of CB differentiatiorand differentiationsignal productionrate
per FDC,(B) extent of affinity maturation (measured as average bindingability and number
of output cells) with the probability of an optimal clone tinth an antigen presented on FDC
of 1 (circles and triangles) and 0.5 (squares and diamomikFagure 3 in the Supplementary
Information).

but that the total amount is limiting such that antigen comgtion can drive affinity maturation
(Sidman & Unanue, 1975). Using a sufficiently dense FDC nt@rp = 120) to avoid site
competition, we can study this selection mechanissilico by homogeneously distributing a
number of antigen portionsy,,, on all FDC sites and by removing one portion from each site
on which CCs have successfully interacted with the FDC (lsesefagure 1C in the Supplemen-
tary Information). The binding probability is expected tecdease with decreasing amounts of
antigen remaining on the FDC sites. As a simple approximatie assume a linear decrease
of the CC-binding probability for antigen amounts below satimreshold,,. For larger anti-
gen amounts the binding probability is constant and soletgminined by the antibody-antigen
affinity. This assumption corresponds to a saturation obthding probability when antigen is
abundant.

While the selection pressure indeed increases over timegesul of this (Figure 3B), the
extent of affinity maturation is rather worse than for sitenpetition alone (compare Figure 1B
for Xrpc = 120 and Figure 4B). This is due to the initial abundance of amtigged the inferred
low selection pressure which in turn results in the produrctf a large number of low affinity
output cells before antigen consumption can increase tleetsm pressure (compare Figure
3A and B).

If the size of the removed antigen portions per CC-FDC imtgoa is constant, antigen
consumption is insufficient to increase the selection presis the case of large initial antigen
densities (more than 80 antigen portions per FDC site, coenpigures 1B and 4B); at lower
antigen density, antigen is rapidly consumed and the GQiogadeclines early, before high
affinity clones are found (Figure 4, and Figure 4 in the Supgletary Information). In the case
of antigen consumption proportional to the level of presdrantigen a scenario comparable to
antigen masking by antibodies arises (see next section).
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Figure 3:The time course of affinity maturation. The fraction of high affinity cells (defined as
cells with antigen binding probability of more than 0.3) i®wn for CB, CCs, and the accumu-
lated sum of output cells, separately. () selection is based on a refractory time for CC-FDC
interaction of 2 hours (taken from Figure 2), while(B) selection is based on competition for
antigen with 40 antigen portions per FDC site (taken fromukegd). In(C) the time course of
free and total antigen on FDC, and soluble antibody is shawithle same experiment as (B)

but including soluble antibody (taken from Figure 5). S¢éudntibody induces an early reduction
of free antigen and thereby increases competition for eantags compared {@). The shaded area
denotes one standard deviation in 50 simulations.

Experiments have revealed a high robustness to variatiorisei initial antigen density
(Voraet al, 1997 Hannunet al,, 2000). If, in the simulation the antigen-threshold to thexm
imum binding probabilityo,, is fixed and not scaled with the amount of initially deposited
antigen ©,, = N,;), then such robustness can be observed on a low level (sesekif and
6 in the Supplementary Information). It should be noted thatcessful affinity maturation
at lower antigen densities results from a reduced bindidpaiility for all affinities (as dis-
cussed in the previous section) such that the observedtr@sssis the result of two different
mechanisms acting in different antigen density ranges.

We conclude thain silico antigen consumption does not improve affinity maturatioarov
site competition alone. At low antigen densities the gdran@perties of the GC reaction can
no longer be reproduced. Affinity maturation is therefordikaty to be driven by antigen
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Figure 4: Affinity maturation is not induced by competiton for antige n. In silico GC exper-
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dataset).(A) Parameter adaptatiowturation of CB differentiatiorand differentiatiorsignal pro-
ductionrate per FDC(B) extent of affinity maturation (measured as average bindinbability
and number of output cells).

consumption even when combined with site competition.

3.4 The impact of antigen masking by competing antibodies

Plasma cells outside the GC produce antibodies at rates &b up, = 2 - 10° antibody
molecules per second (Randetlal., 1992). These antibodies may mask antigen in the GCs and
thereby increase the selection pressure on B cells andtsinealusly provide a feedback mech-
anism that enables robustness towards alterations initte¢ amtigen density (Vorat al., 1997,
[Tarlinton & Smith, 2000; Iber & Maini, 2002) (see also Figuie in the Supplementary Infor-
mation). Assuming that plasma cells produce high affinitiiemaies in the GC at a rate of
ra, = 102 per output cell (thus overestimating a realistic productid soluble antibody in
GCs), we find that the above considerations do indeed ho#d #uphysiological GC kinetic
can be obtained for antigen amounts between 20 and 200 ampiggons per FDC site (Figure
7 in the Supplementary Information). A small improvemenaffinity maturation is observed
relative to site and antigen competition alone (Figure 5% b&fore, affinity maturation ap-
proaches the site competition value for 120 sites when enfigjabundant (Figure 5B and 1B).

The effect of strong antibody production is an early redurcin free antigen, and thus an
early increase in the selection pressure (Figure 3C). Famele, in the case of 40 antigen
portions per FDC site (i.e. for optimal affinity maturatiooly 25% of the antigen is used
during the GC reaction, but free antigen is kept in the lingitregime throughout the reaction
(Figure 3C). In that way the inefficient time course of affinibaturation found in the case of
antigen consumption without soluble antibodies (Figurg i8Bestored to some extend.

While antigen masking leads to the correct kinetics and dlgmprovement of affinity
maturation, the number of produced output cells is rathallsflRigure 5B), as is the ratio of
CC to CB, andg? < 6 (Figure 5B in the Supplementary Information). We concluidat t
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Figure 5: Antigen masking by soluble antibodies increases competith for antigen in the
early phase of GC reaction. In silico GC experiments as in Figure 4 with antibody production
of 10% antibodies per second and per plasma cell (see Figure 7 Bupglementary Information
for the full dataset)(A) Parameter adaptatiomluration of CB differentiatiorand differentiation
signal productionrate per FDC(B) extent of affinity maturation (measured as average binding
probability and number of output cells).

antigen masking resolves some of the problems in the antigempetition scenario, but some
major GC properties are still not reproduced. In additiols thechanism is not robust to a
substantial (10-fold) decrease in the antibody produatade, which is more realistic than the
rate assumed in the presemsilico experiment.

3.5 Competition for T cell help

Interactions between antigen specific CCs and T cells aressacy for CC survival and dif-
ferentiation [(de Vinuesat al., 2000). Given that T cells only constitute 5-10% of the GQ cel
population|(Kelsoe, 1996) this interaction may be competitWhile T cells can bind to several
B cells simultaneously, they can only polarize to gne (Kupteal., 1994), which we assume to
be the CC that has previously bound antigen with highestigffigee also Figure 1E in the Sup-
plementary Information). In our simulation, polarizatibas to be maintained for a minimum
time (At,escue) to rescue a B cell. Cells that bind to T cells for longer tish,,, > Atescue
and do not receive rescue signals for at le&sst,... are doomed to apoptosis. Note that all CCs
need to be selected by FDCs before they can compete for Tedpll h

We find that the extent of affinity maturation is only slighéghanced as compared to site
competition alone Xrpc = 120 sites) if 5-10% of all GC cells are antigen-specific T cells
(50-100 T cells per GC in the two-dimensional simulationywioich antigen-presenting CCs
can bind (Figure 6B full line). However, given that each geati-specific T cell only recognizes
a certain antigen epitope and different CCs will processattggen differently and therefore
present different epitopes, only a small fraction of GC Tsowill be reactive to a given CC. The
simulation reveals that affinity maturation is stronge§t-{®% of all output cells are of high
affinity) when only about 0.5-1% of all GC cells (5-10 T cellsrgsC in the two-dimensional
simulation) can rescue a given antigen presenting CC (Eig& full line). The GC char-
acteristics are reproduced (Figure 6A, and Figure 8 in thgpBmentary Information). The

15



mechanism is robust to large variations in antigen avditgaind may still work when antigen
is encountered in soluble form since the simulations wertopeed in a regime where antigen
acquisition and interactions with FDCs are uncompetitive.
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Figure 6:Competition for T cell help allows for robust affinity matur ation. In silico GC ex-
periments with 120 FDC sites, abundant antigen, and T cellsticated on the axig\t escue = 2
hours andAt,,,, = 2.1 hours) (see Figure 8 in the Supplementary Information fer fidl
dataset).(A) Parameter adaptatiowturation of CB differentiatiorand differentiatiorsignal pro-
ductionrate per FDC(B) extent of affinity maturation (measured as average bindinbability
and number of output cells. Combining competition for T ¢@lp with a CC refractory time of
0.5 hours and a reduction of the binding probability to Odglketo more robust affinity maturation
(squares and diamonds, and Figure 11 in the Supplementaryation) than in the standard case
(circles and triangles).

The time span\t,,,, for which CCs can survive while binding to T cells withouteadng
rescue signals has a major impact on the level of affinity naséitn. Thus a small increase
in At,pop from 2.1 to 4 hours already reduces affinity maturation tovelleomparable to
site competition (see Figure 9 in the Supplementary Infoionqa A combination of T cell
competition with a general reduction of the binding prohigbio 50% of its value (see above)
has no major effect on the result (see Figure 10 in Suppleaneiiformation). However, a
combination of competition for T cell help with a longer CGreetory time makes affinity
maturation more robust against changes in the T cell de(fSigyure 6B dashed line).

4 Discussion

The simulation results presented here reveal current maxfdB cell selection (competition
for access to FDCs or antigen) to be incompatible with alséel@xperimental information.
We propose two novel mechanisms, a refractory time betwéa#BC engagements as well
as competition for T cell help. Both mechanisms enable gt@ffinity maturationin silico
while reproducing all available experimental informatmm GC dynamics. In agreement with
experiments (Vorat al., 1997;[ Hannunet al,, 2000), the mechanisms are robust to variations
in the amount of initially deposited antigen. As competitior antigen held on FDC is as-
sumed to be non-limiting in both mechanisms, it is likelytttieese mechanisms also work with
soluble antigen which would be in agreement with resultsnfrecent experiments that call
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into question the concept that antigen presentation by FB€ssential (Hannuret al., 2000;
[Haberman & Shlomchik, 2003). However, in the present sitiaria an FDC-independent pre-
selection of CCs with soluble antigen has not been testede that thisin silico simulation

is not able to cover all possible cellular interactions timaght serve as suitable mechanism
for affinity maturation. Thus the two highlighted novel maoisms have to be considered as
propositions.

Competition for access to FDCs or antigen does not providdfecient selection pressure
to enable a high level of affinity maturation in the simulati®Vhile antigen consumption does
lead to an increase in the selection pressure, this incre@ses too late so that many low
affinity output cells have already been produced and theirenggcell numbers are insufficient
for successful affinity maturation. Moreover, for low amtigdensities the GC reaction ends
prematurely since antigen consumption then removes tot iaibgen. While antigen masking
by emerging antibodies can, in principle, increase thectiele pressure earlier, the antibody
production rate would need to be unphysiologically higheiithen the available data on GCs
could not be reproduced and, in addition, affinity maturaieonot as strong as that produced
by the alternative mechanism. Given that evolution tendsptamise performance, this latter
limitation may also be interpreted as an argument agaiesetmechanisms.

At first sight, less than 200 output cells (that is less tha®d08gells in three dimensions) may
seem low. Given the efficient expansion of output cells tleesss of an immune response can,
however, be expected to primarily depend on the size of thle &ifinity fraction; this is there-
fore a physiologically realistic result. Note that the levkaffinity maturation that is achieved
in the simulations (60-70% of all output cells are of highraffi) is in qualitative agreement
with the experimentally observed domination of high affiritones [(Smitret al, 1997). We
had to restrict ourselves to two-dimensional simulatiangdnerate the results with sufficient
statistics, which prevents us from a quantitative compart this result.

To our knowledge this theoretical investigation is the Bgstematic comparison of different
B cell selection mechanisms in GC reactions as well as theHiesretical work to investigate a
possible role of T cells in the selection process. Previoodets have concentrated on single se-
lection mechanisms (Iber & Maini, 2002; Meyer-Hermann, Zf)Meyer-Hermann & Maini, 2005

Oprea & Perelson, 1997; Opreaal, 2000] Beyeet al,, 2002{ Kesmir & De Boer, 1999; Meyer-Hermaenal,

and have, in general, described them only phenomenoldgical without including details of
cell interactions. The impact of the spatial cell distribnthas only been investigated in a few
models [(Kesmir & De Boer, 2003; Meyer-Hermann, 260Rleyer-Hermann & Maini, 2005
Beyeret al,, 2002). The present model is based on available GC kinatidsell motility data
(see Model section) and the parameters have been eval@agddlly using data from mice and
rat lymph nodes (see Table 1). We did not find any experimigriakcertain parameter which
would change our results qualitatively.

The only critical assumption is the shape space concept io@ailwith a smooth affinity
function. Changes of the width of the function for the affinitependent selection probability
in the shape space has important consequences for GC desaiopFor small variations of
the width all constraints from experiment can be respected lsorresponding adaption of
other parameters. However, this becomes impossible wleewittth is strongly varied. This
shows that our choice for the width is well-defined. While shetability of the shape space
concept for antigen-antibody affinity may be questioneshificient molecular information on
antigen-antibody interaction is currently available towla more accurate model of mutation-
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dependent increases in antibody-antigen affinity.

Autoreactive BC have not been considered in the preseniaiioms because under normal
circumstances they are not positively selected by T celiisama therefore eliminated by apop-
tosis similar to other antigen-unspecific CCs. We theredmimed autoreactive BC to be part
of the pool of low affinity BC that emerge from the seeder ceylslisadvantageous mutations.
This may shift the proportion of advantageous and disadggtus mutations. However, we
believe that this approximation remains within the erraraduced by the shape space concept
itself which most likely will inaccurately reproduce thisgportion.

The CC refractory time and the competition for T cell help egeally attractive selection
mechanisms to explain antibody affinity maturation in GG ane both likely to play arole in B
cell selection. The CC refractory time limits the numberagstion trials per CC lifespan such
that only high affinity B cells which bind with high probaltytion the first or second trial are effi-
ciently selected. The CC refractory time will be a consegeeaf IgM-independent interactions
between CCs and FDCs. While the exact duration of such ictiers still has to be determined
in studies that employ CCs and FDCs, a refractory time betviwe CC-FDC encounters as
long as 4 hours appears to be unlikely. However, we have hlsersthat an additional general
(i.e. affinity independent) reduction of the CC-FDC bindprgbability to 0.5 may reduce the
necessary refractory time to 15-30 minutes. One may spectiiat integrin interactions may
result in such a refractory time. LFA-1/ICAM-1 and VLA-4/\AB/-1 have been described to
mediate adhesion of B cells to FDCs (Koopn&ral., 1991). Even though unspecific contacts
are dissolved in the range of minutges (Guneeal,, 2004), experiments with lipid bilayers have
also shown that especially at low to medium affinity antigerdimg may fail to induce the for-
mation of an immunological synapse but can still result imra fntegrin-dependent attachment
of B cells (Carrascet al, 2004). The speed at which these integrin-dependent dsritan
and dissolve if B cells fail to establish an immunologicahagse (which is generally believed
to enable B cell activation and antigen extraction (Batgtal, 2001)) may determine the re-
fractory time. A different possibility is a reduced CC miilafter an unsuccessful binding
event. This might reduce the subsequent interaction frezyuef CCs with FDCE.

An additional competition for T cell help further reduces tiecessary CC refractory time.
It has been showm vitro that specific T cell help is essential for affinity maturationthe
case of NP ((4-hydroxy-3-nitrophenyl)acetyl) (Ayddral, 2005), and more generally the role
of T cells in the selection process has been highlighted (deééaet al,, 2000). While there
is as yet neither direct experimental evidence for comipetior T cell help nor have antigen-
specific T helper cells in the GC so far been suggested as anligractor for affinity matu-
ration, what is known about B cell-T cell interactions sfyynsupports such a model. Thus
T cells have been observed to interact with several B celés tanhe but to only activate the
B cell towards which the microtubule organizing center (MJ)Jand the colocalized Golgi
apparatus) are reorganizéd (Kupétral, 1994{ Pocet al,, 1988; Kupferet al, 1991). Reorien-
tation of the MTOC is dependent on and directed towards tieeo$iT cell receptor signaling
(Sedwicket al,, 1991), and, when interacting with several B cells, T cetlapze to the B cell
with the highest density of specific pMHC (Depetlal, 2005%). We propose that a higher affin-
ity of interaction results in increased pMHC presentatiochsthat only the highest affinity-CC
interacting with a T cell is rescued. Such causal relatignghin agreement with the earlier
observations that T cell responsiveness to B cells depantdsth the antigen concentration and

2We thank the reviewer for this suggestion
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affinity (Batista & Neuberger, 1998) as well as on the (antigeailability dependent) number
of MHC class Il loaded with antigenic peptide(pMHC) that presented on the B cell surface
(Harding & Unanue, 1990; Grakost al, 1999). It is not an essential element of the present
model but a plausible hypothesis that apoptosis is inducedl iother B cells to which the T
cell does not sufficiently polarise. This negative seletcty T helper cells could in principle
be mediated by FasL-Fas as interactions which can be expicterm in all contact zones in-
dependent of T cell polarization. Whether FasL is at all gptated on GC T cells is, however,
currently unclear since the spatial distribution of FaslG@8s from patients with lymphofol-
licular hyperplasia correlates with the FDC network rattieem with the distribution of CD4
positive T cells|(Verbeket al, 1999).

While simultaneous interactions of T cells with several Bsaa a lymph node environment
have been reported as transient (Okatal,, 200%), all B cells and T cells used in that study
were of the same specificity and T cells rather than B cell@wbundant. It will be important
to repeat these studies under conditions that are moreseqegive of GC reactions and to
access the affinity dependence of T cell-B cell interactiarfar greater detail. Imaging of T
cell interactions with B cells that have recognized antigith different affinity should help to
clarify whether the MTOC does indeed reorganize to the tapatinity B cell and whether Fas-
FasL accumulate in the contact zones to induce apoptodigiautcompeted CC. Moreover, it
will be interesting to test whether an (artificial) expamsad antigen-specific GC T cell clones
can hamper antibody affinity maturation.

B cell selection in competition for T cell help challenges firesently held view that FDCs
play a pivotal role in B cell selection. In this novel meclsi framework FDCs only play a
role in supporting fragile CCs with general survival andetiéntiation signals but do not drive
affinity maturation by negatively selecting B cells.

A competition for T cell help and a long CC refractory timelbenable affinity maturation
under conditions when acquisition of FDC signals is uncditipe such as for a wide range
of antigen concentrations. Accordingly, these mechanesmsn agreement with experiments
that show that a reduction of antigen densities on FDCs bgaat [400-fold does not prevent
antibody affinity maturatiori (Hannuet al., 2000).

We conclude that within the selection mechanisms tested,uking a restricted set of pos-
sible interaction mechanisms, a combination of T cell catitipa together with slow CC-FDC
interactions and a sub-optimal binding probability of hajffinity clones can drive B cell selec-
tion in GCs under the experimentally established condstidturther insight into GC dynamics
and affinity maturation should be gained by combining the gréw predictions of these agent
based simulations with the latest imaging techniques.
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